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THE REPLY FILED 12 December 2003 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION 
Therefore, further action by the applicant is required to avoid abandonment of this applicati 

final rejection under 37 CFR 1.1 13 may only be either: (1) a timely filed ame- 1 ' 

condition for allowance; (2) a timely filed Notice of Appeal (with appeal fee); oi 
Examination (RCE) in compliance with 37 CFR 1.1 14. 
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issues for appeal; and/or 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected cl. 
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Attachment to Advisory Action 

This advisory action follows a response filed on December 12, 2003. Applicants' 
arguments have been considered, but they are not persuasive. Applicants submit that there is no 
motivation to combine references. However, a prima facie case of obviousness has been 
established properly according to the three guidelines set forth in MPEP § 2142. This has been 
shown conclusively in previous office actions and need not be discussed here. 

Applicants also state that there is no apparent reason to treat an inorganic flame retardant 
as opposed to treating inorganic filler. Yet, this is merely a matter of nomenclature. Magnesium 
hydroxide is magnesium hydroxide, whether it is called filler, flame retardant, opacifier, 
viscosity modifier, etc. The fact is, one having ordinary skill in the art would find it obvious to 
treat incompatible filler with coupling agent so that uniform dispersion into a base resin may be 
achieved. Such a notion is well-established and routine practice in the art. 

Applicants' data from the declaration have been reviewed. One observes clearly that 
greater than 50 % of the surface of the filler must be treated with vinyl silane in order to achieve 
acceptable tensile strength. For comparison, example 1 contains filler with no vinyl silane, and 
example 101 contains filler with only 40 % of surface treated with vinyl silane. Indeed, these 
samples exhibit poor tensile strength. 

A discussion of Example 1 is instructive. Here, the sample contains filler with complete 
surface treatment of vinyl silane coupling agent. The resulting composition displays excellent 
tensile strength properties. 
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Example 1 is representative of the embodiment made obvious from the combined 
teachings of Tasaka et al. in view of Aida et al. The skilled artisan, having read both references, 
would have found it obvious to use vinyl silane coupling agent to treat Mg(OH) 2 . It is further 
maintained that the skilled artisan would have found it obvious to treat the entire surface of filler 
in wua io achieve uniform dispersion. That is, absent any teaching, it is argued that the skilled 
artisan would not find it obvious to treat the filler with anything less than 100 % coupling agent, 
especially with the objective of achieving uniform dispersion of filler in mind. If it is obvious to 
treat only a portion of filler, then it has not been made clear by Applicants. 

In summary, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to treat the 
entire filler with vinyl silane coupling agent, and this amount more than satisfies the recited 
minimum of "50 parts by weight or more" or "at least half." 

In view of this and previous discussions, the rejection of record has not been withdrawn. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Rip A. Lee whose telephone number is (571)272-1104. The 
examiner can be reached on Monday through Friday from 9:00 AM - 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Wu, can be reached at (571)272-1114. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571)273-1 104. 
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